Price lOp 


The Magazine 
Advancing 
Action Society 


No.286 December 1980 EVERY MONTH 

ACTION! 


NEXT YEAR-CRISIS, RARTY CflllAPSE 
ANRRRIIAINIHMAKEINNEWIIIIM! 



1980 ORAWS towards its end. What 
has this year brought? Slump, unem¬ 
ployment, bankruptcies and more. 
What will 19 81 bring? The same, only 
worse. 

No one can say they were not warned. 
This crisis proves Sir Oswald Mosley 
was right. He wrote in our pages in 1952: 
*What is coming? The 1930s again, only* 
much worse. What can be done about it? 
The answer is, scrap the parties and 
unite the nation to make a new system. It 
is necessary because the old system has 
failed. It is a century out of date'. 

For 28 years he has given many simil¬ 
ar warnings, while issuing policies of 
action to meet the crisis, no matter how 
long delayed. 

Britain's crisis is all the worse today 
because the parties are bereft of any new 
ideas. Mrs Thatcher has spent IV 2 years 
in power knocking Britain to pieces in 
trying to save the old system. 

Labour is no better, and possibly 
worse. The Callaghan years simply paved 
the way for Mrs Thatcher. Now Labour 
splits between Marxists and moderates, a 
choice between the Little Stalins and the 
weak. 

Therefore the time has come to take 
notice of what Mosley wrote 28 years 
ago. Scrap the parties and unite the nat¬ 
ion to make a new system. 

The longer one old party or the other 
continues to run the country into trouble 
the bigger the communist threat. What, 
tor instari(‘(\ is the good of the Tories 


erism and the big ones dump thousands 
of workers on the scrap heap, as the 
Marxist poison seeps into the nation's 
veins while governmental idiocy prepares 
the ground for communism, we stand 
above all for Britain awake. 


an outstanding career in both parties, the 
man who advanced a radical alternative 
to the old system has not only been prov¬ 
ed right. He has advanced the type of 
government and sort of leadership which 
will save Britain from the knacker's yard. 
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What will 1^81 bring? The same, only 
worse. 

No one can say they were not warned. 
This crisis proves Sir Oswald Mosley 
was right. He wrote in our pages in 1952: 
*What is coming? The 1930s again, only* 
much worse. What can be done about it? 
The answer is, scrap the parties and 
unite the nation to make a new system. It 
is necessary because the old system has 
failed. It is a century out of date*. 

For 28 years he has given many simil¬ 
ar warnings, while issuing policies of 
action to meet the crisis, no matter how 
long delayed. 

Britain’s crisis is all the worse today 
because the parties are bereft of any new 
ideas. Mrs Thatcher has spent lYz years 
in power knocking Britain to pieces in 
trying to save the old system. 

Labour is no better, and possibly 
worse. The Callaghan years simply paved 
the way for Mrs Thatcher. Now Labour 
splits between Marxists and moderates, a 
choice between the Little Stalins and the 
weak. 

Therefore the time has come to take 
notice of what Mosley wrote 28 years 
ago. Scrap the parties and unite the nat¬ 
ion to make a new system. 

The longer one old party or the other 
continues to run the country into trouble 
the bigger the communist threat. What, 
for instance, is the good of the Tories 
spending £8,500 million on defence 
against Russian communism when they 
are costing Britain more in lost jobs and 
output, reviving communism at home? 

Certainly we stand for Britain as part 
of Europe able to defend itself, while al¬ 
ways working for real peace. No less do 
we stand for great economic change to 
create jobs for the unemployed. 

As small firms are crushed by Thatch- 


WHERE does it all begin? It begins in and 
through Action Society, which was formed to 
advance the ideas and policies of Sir Oswald 
Mosley. No-one can unite and rebuild Britain 
unless they know where they are going. Be¬ 
fore action there must be new ideas, and Act¬ 
ion Society exists for the ideas of Mosley, 
who has been proved right for fifty years. 

First comes Action Society, promoting 
those ideas through our pages and in its own 
meetings. Then the spreading of the ‘hard 
centre" among enough of our people of both 
‘left’ and ‘right’. This means maximum sales 
and circulation of ‘Action’. Finally, when 
disillusionment with the old parties is com¬ 
plete and economic crisis demands it, a true 
National Government. 


erism and the big ones dump thousands 
of workers on the scrap heap, as the 
Marxist poison seeps into the nation’s 
veins while governmental idiocy prepares 
the ground for communism, we stand 
above all for Britain awake. 

This country, which over three centur¬ 
ies built the greatest empire of the mod¬ 
ern age, is not going to be carted off to 
the knacker’s yard like some old cab 
horse. Britain awake is a very different 
country from Britain asleep. 

Britain needs leadership — ‘and who 
shall give that but the government of the 
day’, as Mosley demanded in 1930. 

The man with the courage to sacrifice 


This means no long lifetime of struggle. On 
the contrary, disillusionment has never been 
deeper while Britain slides towards ultimate 
crisis. In the end, the whole situation will 
accelerate very fast. Now, with 1981 ahead, 
is the time to begin selling and circulating 
‘Action’, talking about Mosley. 

Nor does it mean linking up with establish¬ 
ed but out-of-date ‘Right’ or ‘Left’ elements 
who disagree fundamentally with us. We want 
those who agree with us, from either side, 
even if not in full agreement. 

Let us hear from you. If not in full agree¬ 
ment, come in and debate the issues. Remem¬ 
ber: time is short, shorter than many realise. 
And only a Britain that is awake can meet 
and overcome this crisis. 


an outstanding career in both parties, the 
man who advanced a radical alternative 
to the old system has not only been prov¬ 
ed right. He has advanced the type of 
government and sort of leadership which 
will save Britain from the knacker’s yard. 

‘Britain awake’ (Mosley’s phrase) can 
be served only by Mosley’s National 
Government. No/ just another bogus coal¬ 
ition of the old failed parties thrown to¬ 
gether in the throes of crisis, but a gov¬ 
ernment of action drawn from all vigorous 
parts of the whole nation, both outside 
and inside present politics. 

In this issue we again outline that 
government. On other pages we give its 
measures to face a grave crisis. 

They all spring from Mosley’s ideas, 
‘hard centre’ ideas. What are those? They 
are the ideas and policies which stand 
between old party failure on the one hand 
and communism on the other. The hard 
centre — against both. 

To that hard centre we summon all 
those who are victims of growing slump 
— the unemployed of the wastelands of 
this country, the small businessmen 
crushed by Thatcherism, the students 
disillusioned by what they see of the 
present world, the youth just out of 
school and out of work. 

‘Britain awake’ is our watchword and 
National Government is our goal! 


AND IT BEGINS WITH ACTION SOCIETY 








A NATHNAltWHIIIiniTAWTHI POUCiS lOR BRITAIN 


BRITAIN needs a National Govern¬ 
ment, drawn from the vital parts of 
the whole nation, a team of experts 
in their own fields. 

Some should come from present pol¬ 
itics, men and women putting nation be¬ 
fore party, but most would be drawn from 
industry, the trade unions, business life, 
science, the Civil Service and the forces 
of the Crown, invited to put their careers 
to one side for a limited time in order to 
serve Britain. 

And they should be well rewarded for 
their professional sacrifices. 

Let this National Government then be 
granted the power of rapid action through 
an Enabling Act put through Parliament 
in the normal way. Much time would be 
saved and petty obstruction removed. 
Parliament would have the right to quest¬ 
ion Ministers on their actions. It would 
always retain the ability to dismiss the 
government by vote of censure if it fail¬ 
ed, while guarding the freedoms of this 
country. 

The government would be a team of ex¬ 
perts. A farmer should be Minister of Ag¬ 
riculture, a leading policeman the Home 
Secretary or one of his assistants. The 
Defence Ministers should come from the 
forces, experts in defending Britain and 
Europe. 

Above all, industrialists and trade un¬ 
ionists are needed in government to carry 
through economic revival, particularly in 
the vital questions of positive wages and 
prices policies. A strong group of ex¬ 
perts from science and industrial re¬ 
search, for instance from the universit¬ 
ies, is needed to place the finest brains 
in Britain at government’s disposal. Mos¬ 
ley described this machinery of govern¬ 
ment as ‘a general staff of industry’ in 
1930. It is needed now. 

After all, it has been done before. 
Lloyd George recruited a similar team to 
win the first world war, Churchill did it 
to some extent in the second war. The 
same sort of government of experts, but 
going further than Lloyd George or Chur¬ 
chill, is required for Britain’s gravest 
crisis in peace time. 

Create Jobs 
Curb Inflation 

TTIF: fir.st nocossitv in Britain is to cro- 


ACTION IN THE CRISIS 

WE WANT a National Government, elected to 
deal with the crisis, given power to act rap¬ 
idly, which would: 

(1) Throw a temporary barrier of protection 
round Britain to insulate the economy from a 
flood of unnecessary imports. 

(2) Jobs would be created, output would 
rise. Raise wages with output through posiL 
ive policies, which especially reward the 
skilled and the productive. 

(3) More pay for more output will create the 
demand for yet more output. So the engines of 
revival will get going, insulated against a 
flood of imports. 

(4) But inflation would take off again with¬ 
out a strong prices policy to stop this. 

(5) Beat inflation by price-reducing polic¬ 
ies. To cut the main retail prices abolish 
VAT on all necessities, while raising it on 
luxuries. 

(6) To reduce wholesale prices, buy com¬ 
modities in bulk from the former British 
Dominions, ‘Europe Overseas’. 

(7) The third way is by introducing mass 
production with more modem machines. Mass 
production pays high wages while charging 
low prices. A combination of strong price pol¬ 
icies to stop inflation and positive pay pol¬ 
icies to create jobs with good pay is the way 
to beat this crisis. 


‘Retribution’ is almost inevitable, of 
course. Far better for this country to risk 
some of those markets if we revive industry 
at home, while keeping most of our European 
trade. Eight of our top overseas markets are 
in Europe today. 

For Europe we propose a much less pro¬ 
tectionist policy. Also it would last only for 
four years of an emergency period and would 
end when Britain is on its feet again. Never¬ 
theless it would cut across present EEC pol¬ 
icies, and we should have something to offer 
the EEC in exchange immediately. As It hap¬ 
pens, this can be done. 

It is something which Germany, France and 
other Europeans have wanted for some time: 
a new pol Icy for Britain’s North Sea oi I. 

We now produce £10,000 million-worth of 
oil a year. About £6,000 million is sold 
abroad, mainly to Europe. Present British 
policy is to sell the oil at the same price as 
OPEC oil. At any time, because of the Arab- 
Iranian war, the price can shoot up again, a 
possibility dreaded by France and Germany 
as it would make their inflation far worse. 

Let Britain therefore immediately freeze 
the price of North Sea oil at home and also in 
Europe, getting out of the OPEC rat race. 
This is not starry-eyed altruism but sound 
statesmanship. 

Firstly, It would help to avert any break 
with the EEC while our European imports are 
temporarily restricted, however lightly com¬ 
pared with non-European imports. Secondly, 


out of the top ten today. 

Meanwhile other policies would gain the 
time to work. 

Protected temporarily, British output would 
rise and jobs would be created. Our aim is to 
raise wages through positive policies as out¬ 
put rises, the pay of the skilled particularly. 
More pay for more output creates greater pur¬ 
chasing power and the demand for more out¬ 
put yet, and so the engines of revival get go¬ 
ing, insulated against a flood of imports. 

But inflation will take off again unless 
there Is a strong prices policy. 

To reduce consumer prices we would com¬ 
pletely abolish VAT and any other taxes on 
all necessities, as Mosley has urged since 
1949, while raising such taxes on all lux¬ 
uries. 

To get wholesale prices down, his second 
proposal is bulk-buying of commodities. Most 
of the commodities Britain needs for full re¬ 
vival can be bought in this way from the for¬ 
mer Dominions, ‘Europe Overseas’. 

His third proposal will be the most effect¬ 
ive. By installing more modern machines 
British industry can achieve mass product¬ 
ion, and the great thing about mass product¬ 
ion is that it pays high.wages and makes low 
prices possible. America’s Henry Ford proved 
that in the 1920s. 

But mass production demands a secure 
mass market, bigger than Britain alone can 
provide, which is why we need those Euro¬ 
pean markets. And we will keep them, first by 
freezing the price of our oil in Europe, and 
later by removing all restrictions on European 
imports once Britain is fully recovered. 

As for the money supply question, the 
storm centre of Mrs Thatcher’s troubles, this 
will occupy a far less exposed position in our 
economy. All that will be necessary then is 
for government to relate the total supply of 
money to the total supply of goods and ser¬ 
vices produced. It is really no more than a 
book-keeping question. 


NOW IT’S FULL RETREAT 
I FOR THE TORIES | 

IN October 1954, Chancellor R. A. Butler told 
the Conservative Party Conference he saw no 
reason why ‘Britain should not double its 
standard of living in the next quarter of a 
century’. 

In May of the following year he repeated 
this forecast in the Daily Mail, provided ‘we 
manage our national affairs with wisdom and 
energy*. 

From 1954 to 1980 is 26 years. During that 
quarter of a century Labour has held office 
11^ years, the Tories 14^ years. They have 
had three more years than Labour to manage 
Britain with ‘wisdom and energy’. With what 
result? 

Mrs Thatcher told the Lord Mayor’s Ban¬ 
quet at Guildhall on November 10 that ‘we 
have no alternative but to accept a reduction 





government by vote of censure if it fail¬ 
ed, while guarding the freedoms of this 
country. 

The government would be a team of ex¬ 
perts. A farmer should be Minister of Ag¬ 
riculture, a leading policeman the Home 
Secretary or one of his assistants. The 
Defence Ministers should come from the 
forces, experts in defending Britain and 
Europe. 

Above all, industrialists and trade un¬ 
ionists are needed in government to carry 
through economic revival, particularly in 
the vital questions of positive wages and 
prices policies. A strong group of ex¬ 
perts from science and industrial re¬ 
search, for instance from the universit¬ 
ies, is needed to place the finest brains 
in Britain at government’s disposal. Mos¬ 
ley described this machinery of govern¬ 
ment as ‘a general staff of industry’ in 
1930. It is needed now. 

After all, it has been done before. 
Lloyd George recruited a similar team to 
win the first world war, Churchill did it 
to some extent in the second war. The 
same sort of government of experts, but 
going further than Lloyd George or Chur¬ 
chill, is required for Britain’s gravest 
crisis in peace time. 

Create Jobs 
Curb Inflation 

THE first necessity in Britain is to cre¬ 
ate jobs and raise output. The second is 
to curb inflation, but not by Thatcherite 
methods which raise unemployment faster 
than they reduce inflation. Radical new 
policies are needed. 

The quickest way to create jobs and 
raise output is to throw a barrier of temp¬ 
orary protection around this country dur¬ 
ing the emergency period we propose to 
get Britain on its feet. It would probably 
last four years. 

Sloganised as ‘Keep out of Britain 
what we can make in Britain', it would 
be a tougher policy of exclusion in the 
case of Asian, American and communist 
goods, and less tough with those from 
Western Europe and the former Dominions 
we regard as ‘Europe Overseas’. 

Britain can make at home that steel from 
East Europe, those textiles and carpets from 
America (America has its huge home market 
where it can organise its own recovery), 
those shoes and transistors from South East 
Asia, those cars, ships and motor-bikes from 
Japan. 

Good as they are, we can make them all in 
Britain - and when such goods are excluded 
the day of Britain’s recovery will dawn. 
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production pa.y.s high wagtvs wliilo charging 
low prices. A combination of strong price pol¬ 
icies to stop inflation and positive pay pol¬ 
icies to create jobs with good pay is the way 
to beat this crisis. 


‘Retribution’ is almost inevitable, of 
course. Far better for this country to risk 
some of those markets if we revive industry 
at home, while keeping most of our European 
trade. Eight of our top overseas markets are 
in Europe today. 

For Europe we propose a much less pro¬ 
tectionist policy. Also it would last only for 
four years of an emergency period and would 
end when Britain is on its feet again. Never¬ 
theless it would cut across present EEC pol¬ 
icies, and we should have something to offer 
the EEC in exchange immediately. As it hap¬ 
pens, this can be done. 

It is something which Germany, France and 
other Europeans have wanted for some time: 
a new policy for Britain’s North Sea oil. 

We now produce £10,000 million-worth of 
oil a year. About £6,000 million is sold 
abroad, mainly to Europe. Present British 
policy is to sell the oil at the same price as 
OPEC oil. At any time, because of the Arab- 
Iranian war, the price can shoot up again, a 
possibility dreaded by France and Germany 
as it would make their inflation far worse. 

Let Britain therefore immediately freeze 
the price of North Sea oil at home and also in 
Europe, getting out of the OPEC rat race. 
This is not starry-eyed altruism but sound 
statesmanship. 

Firstly, it would help to avert any break 
with the EEC while our European imports are 
temporarily restricted, however lightly com¬ 
pared with non-European imports. Secondly, 
by helping to reduce inflation in Europe we 
do much to preserve our markets there, eight 


Ion, and the great thing about mass product 
ion is that it pays high.wages and makes low 
prices possible. America’s Henry Ford proved 
that in the 1920s. 

But mass production demands a secure 
mass market, bigger than Britain alone can 
provide, which is why we need those Euro¬ 
pean markets. And we will keep them, first by 
freezing the price of our oil in Europe, and 
later by removing all restrictions on European 
imports once Britain is fully recovered. 

As for the money supply question, the 
storm centre of Mrs Thatcher’s troubles, this 
will occupy a far less exposed position in our 
economy. All that will be necessary then is 
for government to relate the total supply of 
money to the total supply of goods and ser¬ 
vices produced. It is really no more than a 
book-keeping question. 


NOW IT’S FULL RETREAT 
I FOR THE TORIES | 

IN October 1954, Chancellor R. A. Butler told 
the Conservative Party Conference he saw no 
reason why ‘Britain should not double its 
standard of living in the next quarter of a 
century’. 

In May of the following year he repeated 
this forecast in the Daily Mail, provided ‘we 
manage our national affairs with wisdom and 
energy’. 

From 1954 to 1980 is 26 years. During that 
quarter of a centuiy Labour has held office 
11^ years, the Tories 14^4 years. They have 
had three more years than Labour to manage 
Britain with ‘wisdom and energy’. With what 
result? 

Mrs Thatcher told the Lord Mayor’s Ban¬ 
quet at Guildhall on November 10 that ‘we 
have no alternative but to accept a reduction 
in the standard of Britain’s living’. 


LORD LEVER ON THE BANKS: MOSLEY SAID IT 50 YEARS AGO 


WE CONGRATULATE Lord Lever and Mr Ed¬ 
wards for their comments on Britain’s poor 
investment record — but not for being 50 
years late in saying so. 

They took several pages in the Sunday 
Times of November 2 and 9 to say that Brit¬ 
ain invests less of its national production 
than Germany, France and Japan. They blam¬ 
ed British banks for this record. While Japan¬ 
ese firms mainly raise money from the banks, 
and the Germans three times as much as Britr 
ish firms, industry here mainly relies on its 
own profits. 

Britain has a good system of buying private 
homes by the mortgage system, and Lord 
Lever and Mr Edwards want something similar 
for buying and equipping factories. 

But this is not new. Sir Oswald Mosley, in 
his speech resigning from government in May 
1930, condemned the British money then be¬ 
ing sent abroad to equip our competitors in¬ 
stead of equipping British industry. 

Two years later, in his book ‘The Greater 
Britain’, he proposed a National investment 
Board to change the whole situation. It would 


include the best brains in British banking, 
working under the general direction of gov¬ 
ernment to create ‘a banking machinery for 
the re-equipment of British industry’. 

It would find the money for great public 
works like building houses at a time of high 
unemployment. It would be charged with major 
industrial reconstruction. 

Above all, ‘far more powerful machinery of 
government must be created, not only for sci¬ 
entific research and the fostering of invent¬ 
ion, but also for the carrying through of new 
inventions from the proved experiment to the 
point where public support may be sought’. In 
short, the modernisation of Britain. 

Why has Mosley’s proposal not been carried 
out, either before the war or since the war? 
Was it ignored because it was part of his pre¬ 
war fascist policy? If so, it is high time to 
take a good look at what he really’ stood for 
then, and to talk a lot less nonsense about 
‘Cable Street’ and ‘Olympia’. 

For something on the lines of his National 
Investment Board would clearly do much to 
get Britain back on its feet once more. 









Review 



Some of Scotland’s bad housing. No shortage of woik in re-building this. 

Crisis in British Industry (2) 

nnnnoniii Housinc driue \ 


ANOTHER industry in crisis is the build¬ 
ing trade. Its unemployment has risen 50 
per cent on last year, to 224,000. Build¬ 
ers are going bankrupt faster than ever, 
not to mention firms supplying the indust¬ 
ry, particularly since the government im¬ 
posed a moritorium on all new public au¬ 
thority construction. 

Whatever its other failings, the Conservat¬ 
ive-run ‘National Government’ of the 1930s 
did at least manage to build 3 million new 
houses between 1932 and 1939. True, there 
was more to be done then with millions of old 
slums left from the Victorian age. 

While the pre-war Tories at least tried to 
beat the last slump through housing, the pres¬ 
ent government is doing just the opposite. As 
Jeffrey Hamm said last month, they want to 
put the country on its feet by putting the 
building trade on its back! 


BLACK IS WHITE IN 
THATCHERLAND 

WHEN is a pay policy not a pay policy? 
Answer: when a cash limit imposes a pay 
limit on public sector workers. So says 
the Environmental Secretary, Mr ‘Six Per 
Cent’ Heseltine. 

What will the Tories think of next? Why 
not admit it is another version of the r?eg- 
atin' i)ay polici(\s to which all govi'ni 


What would we do? Immediately after the 
war, in November 1946, Sir Oswald Mosley 
called on the Labour Minister then in charge 
of housing, Mr Bevan, to bring in a national 
policy. ‘Come on Aneurin’ — scrap the old 
system of leaving it all to local councils; 
‘treat housing as a matter of war-time urgen¬ 
cy’. 

Mosley called for ‘national mobi Iisation o' 
national resources to house the people’; ‘the 
best brains in the country to direct the plan’; 
‘we want every available means of product¬ 
ion, public or private, to execute the plan’. 

In short, the very reverse of Labour or Tory 
methods, whether Nye Bevan in 1946 or Mag¬ 
gie Thatcher in 1980. 

^^osley’s policy of a national housing 
drive, outlined many times since 1946, means 
a new-style Housing Ministry to take the act¬ 
ual building out of the hands of the 460 local 
housing authorities, organising it like ‘an op¬ 
eration of war’. Not to bomb German housing, 
but to build British homes. 

This would absorb into one national effort 
the present Housing Corporation, the various 
research groups, the many local housing as¬ 
sociations. Above all it would create full em¬ 
ployment for today’s 224,000 unemployed 
building workers and thousands of others sup¬ 
plying the industry. No longer would building 
firms face the threat of bankruptcy. This 
would put them on their feet. 

We are told that Britain is well stocked 
with housing today. But in June 1976 the 


Sgcial Credit: 
Would It Work? 

‘The Monopoly of Credit’ by C.H.Douglas, in¬ 
troduced by Dr Geoffrey Dobbs (Bloomfield 
Books, Sudbury, Suffolk, £5.25, paperback 
£3.25). 

THE late Major C.H.Douglas, leading ad¬ 
vocate of Social Credit, had two main 
aims in his book. He attacked the pres¬ 
ent financial system which has placed a 
monopoly in credit creation and money 
manipulation in the hands of bankers, 
when clearly this power should be in the 
hands of the state. He also asserted that 
a basic flaw existed in the structure of 
prices, which could be corrected only by 
issuing a ‘national dividend’. 

Since the book was written in 1931 
there have been wide changes in the 
world and particularly since the 1950s 
in the general spread of inflation. Says 
Dr Dobbs, who introduces this latest ed¬ 
ition, they only prove that Major Douglas 
was right. 

Certainly he was right In saying that bank¬ 
ers controlled the money machine, but there 
have been subtle changes. Governments them¬ 
selves have become bankers and in the short 
term direct financial policies to suit political 
aims. But in the longterm they remain bankers 
above all, supporting the status quo of the 
prevailing financial system. Governments and 
central banks throughout the Western world 
co-operate and support each other in every 
crisis. 

However, the present crisis is throwing up 
problems which old dogma cannot solve, and 
great change comes when even the united 
financial power of governments and central 
banks no longer solves those problems. 

The second and main reason for writing the 
book was to answer what Major Douglas saw 
as a basic flaw in the way prices are settled. 

This was explained in detail through his 
celebrated ‘A Plus B Theorem’; regrettably, 
we have no space for such detail here. Cer¬ 
tainly Major Douglas reached conclusions 
similar to those of Sir Oswald Mosley in the 
early 1930s, that the national capacity to pro¬ 
duce was far greater than the popular ability 
to consume under the present system. But his 
solution was quite different from Mosley’s. 

To bridge the gap between actual and po¬ 
tential purchasing power he proposed issuing 
a national dividend, which would also remove 
the flaw in the prices system. But how suc¬ 
cessful would it be? 

Firstly, what is the point of having two en¬ 
tirely different sorts of purchasing power in 
circulation, wages and salaries paid in normal 

















Crisis in British Industry (2) 

~nnnnoiil Housmc omuE! 


ANOTHER industry in crisis is the build¬ 
ing trade. Its unemployment has risen 50 
per cent on last year, to 224,000. Build- 
I ers are going bankrupt faster than ever, 
not to mention firms supplying the indust¬ 
ry, particularly since the government im¬ 
posed a moritorium on all new public au¬ 
thority construction. 

Whatever its other failings, the Conservat¬ 
ive-run ‘National Government’ of the 1930s 
did at least manage to build 3 million new 
houses between 1932 and 1939. True, there 
was more to be done then with millions of old 
slums left from the Victorian age. 

While the pre-war Tories at least tried to 
beat the last slump through housing, the pres¬ 
ent government is doing just the opposite. As 
Jeffrey Hamm said last month, they want to 
put the country on its feet by putting the 
building trade on its back! 


BLACK IS WHITE IN 
THATCHERLAND 

WHEN is a pay policy not a pay policy? 
Answer: when a cash limit imposes a pay 
limit on public sector workers. So says 
the Environmental Secretary, Mr 'Six Per 
Cent’ Heseltine. 

What will the Tories think of next? Why 
not admit it is another version of the neg- 
ative pay policies to which all govern¬ 
ments like the present one retreat when¬ 
ever they get into trouble? 

But the very words ‘pay policy’ are 
banned by the Thatcherites. It would be 
an admission they are in retreat. They 
claimed when they took power H /2 years 
ago that wage demands were irrelevant. 
In fact Mrs Thatcher told the unions they 
could have ‘free collective bargaining’ 
when she took over. 

In those bright blue and now forgotten 
days of May 1979, ‘monetarism’ was the 
magic key and everything else was irrel¬ 
evant. Now they cannot admit it was the 
high road to disaster. Above all they can¬ 
not admit or even talk about a ‘pay pol¬ 
icy’, even a negative one. It all reminds 
them of Ted Heath, another Tory Prime 
Minister who retreated into another neg¬ 
ative pay policy. Mr Heath is like the al¬ 
batross that haunted the Ancient Mariner, 
and woe betide any Tory who mentions 
him or his policies in Mrs Thatcher’s 
hearing. 

So they go on pretending black is 
white. We prefer reality. A pay policy is 
certainly needed, but a positive one. 


What would we do? Immediately after the 
war, in November 1946, Sir Oswald Mosley 
called on the Labour Minister then in charge 
of housing, Mr Bevan, to bring in a national 
policy. ‘Come on Aneurin’ — scrap the old 
system of leaving it all to local councils; 
‘treat housing as a matter of war-time urgen¬ 
cy’. 

Mosk-'y called for ‘national mobilisation o* 
national resources to house the people’; ‘the 
best brains in the country to direct the plan’; 
‘we want every available means of product¬ 
ion, public or private, to execute the plan’. 

In short, the very reverse of Labour or Tory 
methods, whether Nye Bevan in 1946 or Mag¬ 
gie Thatcher in 1980. 

Mosley’s policy of a national housing 
drive, outlined many times since 1946, means 
a new-style Housing Ministry to take the act¬ 
ual building out of the hands of the 460 local 
housing authorities, organising it like ‘an op¬ 
eration of war’. Not to bomb German housing, 
but to build British homes. 

This would absorb into one national effort 
the present Housing Corporation, the various 
research groups, the many local housing as¬ 
sociations. Above all it would create full em- 
loyment for today’s 224,000 unemployed 
uilding workers and thousands of others sup¬ 
plying the industry. No longer would building 
firms face the threat of bankruptcy. This 
would put them on their feet. 

We are told that Britain is well stocked 
with housing today. But in June 1976 the 
Building Research Establishment reported 
that 3 million homes in England and Wales 
were ‘unfit’. Scotland, according to a Finan¬ 
cial Times report In the same month, was 
‘bottom of the Western European table for 
overcrowding, for standard amenities, for 
multiple urban deprivation’. 

The same newspaper reported in September 
1976 that the six counties of Northern Ireland 
had ‘30 per cent of its people living in poor 
housing’. 

There is no shortage of work to be done. 
Yet now Mrs Thatcher scraps all Tory hous¬ 
ing pledges in a clamp-down to save her tot¬ 
tering financial position. The answer to that 
Is not to stop house building but to change 
the financial system. 

Cur system would be low-interest rates for 
the people’s homes, coupled with high-inter¬ 
est rates on all luxury construction. In any 
case there is plenty of money in Britain. The 
job of any government is to channel it to¬ 
wards positive and constructive ends. 

With this vital change, and the Mosley pol¬ 
icy of mobilising British resources for a Brit¬ 
ish national housing drive, two things would 
be done. All ‘unfit’ housing would be swept 
away and rebuilt. But all older housing, still 
sound structurally but needing modernisation, 
would be turned into good homes again to 
house the British people. 


in tne general spread of inflation. Says 
Dr Dobbs, who introduces this latest ed¬ 
ition, they only prove that Major Douglas 
was right. 

Certainly he was right in saying that bank¬ 
ers controlled the money machine, but there 
have been subtle changes. Governments them¬ 
selves have become bankers and in the short 
term direct financial policies to suit political 
aims. But in the longterm they remain bankers 
above all, supporting the status quo of the 
prevailing financial system. Governments and 
central banks throughout the Western world 
co-operate and support each other in every 
crisis. 

However, the present crisis is throwing up 
problems which old dogma cannot solve, and 
great change comes when even the united 
financial power of governments and central 
banks no longer solves those problems. 

The second and main reason for writing the 
book was to answer what Major Douglas saw 
as a basic flaw in the way prices are settled. 

This was explained In detail through his 
celebrated ‘A Plus B Theorem’; regrettably, 
we have no space for such detail here. Cer¬ 
tainly Major Douglas reached conclusions 
similar to those of Sir Oswald Mosley in the 
early 1930s, that the national capacity to pro¬ 
duce was far greater than the popular ability 
to consume under the present system. But his 
solution was quite different from Mosley’s. 

To bridge the gap between actual and po¬ 
tential purchasing power he proposed Issuing 
a national dividend, which would also remove 
the flaw in the prices system. But how suc¬ 
cessful would it be? 

Firstly, what is the point of having two en¬ 
tirely different sorts of purchasing power In 
circulation, wages and salaries paid In normal 
money, and a national dividend issued at in¬ 
tervals rather like a special kind of luncheon 
voucher? Why not simply raise pay and be 
done with it? 

The second objection is more serious, un¬ 
less Social Crediters do something about the 
way their national dividend appears to be de¬ 
signed. If it is issued as ^ regular hand-out, 
intended simply to raise purchasing power, 
the same amount to all in the land, then it 
would not only destroy incentives but also 
defeat its own objective, i.e. to increase 
general wealth. 

If everyone got the same dividend, whether 
a leading scientist or a meths drinker, a hard 
worker or a work dodger, the urge to work and 
produce would suffer. 

If everyone knew a large part of his income 
arrived in the post whether he went out to 
work or stayed in bed, incentives would be 
destroyed. 

And If incentives are destroyed and the will 
to work discouraged, then less would be pro¬ 
duced, making less and less progressively 
available for sharing out through the national 
dividend. Unless it is re-designed to encour¬ 
age incentives the idea of a national dividend 
is self-destructive and would flop. Its very 
egalitarian principle would bring automatic 
fai lure. 
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THEM WGRU - AND GURS 

Fealnd by Jeffrey Haim 


THE end of another year is a convenient moment to review the policies of 
Union Movement, founded by Sir Oswald Mosley in 1948 and led by him un¬ 
til 1966, when he 'withdrew from party warfare’ to advocate,above parties, 
a government of true national unity and effective action, drawn from the 
best of the whole nation. In October 1978 Action Society was formed, to 
provide a wider platform, an open forum for the free discussion of all ideas, 
with particular reference to our own. 'Action’ exists to propagate those 
ideas and to encourage debate. 


In our two previous issues we examin¬ 
ed some of the ten questions which sum¬ 
marise our policies and we continue with 
one designed to lead towards our concept 
of united Europe those who still regard 
themselves as 'nationalists’. 

Our question reads: 'Do you believe 
that while there should be a central Euro¬ 
pean government, there should also be 
independent national and regional gov¬ 
ernments for each European country and 
the main regions, enabling England, 
Wales, Scotland, Ireland and other Euro¬ 
pean countries and regions to have their 
own parliaments for internal affairs and 
for the preservation of their national and 
regional cultures?’ 


First Principle 


THE question arises from our first and 
basic principle: it is impossible for Brit¬ 
ain to maintain full employment and high 
living standards for any length of time so 
long as she remains tied to a world trad¬ 
ing system. 

It is a mathematical impossibility for 
all countries within that system to enjoy 
a favourable balance of trade at the same 
time, and Britain is in grave danger of 
being the permanent loser, because the 
system demands that she exports a high 
proportion of her total manufactures, to 
pay for her substantial imports of food 
and raw materials. 

Between the wars we advocated with¬ 
drawing into the viable area of the then 
British Empire, sorely neglected by the 
old parties, until they threw it away in 
six years of fratricidal war. 

Whih' the old parties were basking in 


old parties, until threatening crisis forc- 
them into Europe in 1973, in the wrong 
way, on the wrong terms, 25 years after 
the foundation of Union Movement. 

Europe is still far from true unity, with 
an effective government for its defence, 
and the leadership of its economy. 

That is the goal for which we strive, 
with maximum devolution of power to nat¬ 
ional and regional governments. 

There is no contradiction between an 
ardent loyalty to one’s country and reg¬ 
ion, with a devotion to its ancient lang¬ 
uage and customs, and Europeanism, 
which has replaced a too narrow national¬ 
ism and the will-’o-the-wisp of internat¬ 
ionalism. 

Local loyalties can be fused into a 
wider loyalty to Europe, to the whole of 
which our countries and regions are vi¬ 
brant parts, exhibiting that diversity in 
unity which is the hallmark of European 
civilisation. 


Free Speech 


OUR next question asks: 'Do you believe 
there should be freedom of speech for 
everyone, guaranteed by the government, 
which should maintain law and order in 
the State and take effective action again¬ 
st mob violence, which today denies free¬ 
dom of expression to any view of which 
its agitators disapprove?’ 

Where should this freedom of speech be 
exercised? For years we campaigned for 
the right to march to great street meet¬ 
ings, but this freedom has now been 
abused. 

Our undermanned police forces are em- 
i>v(»rv wfW'Uj'tul in msi rshn 11 inc: 


‘Action’ Rates 

1 copy for 12 issues: 

3 copies for 12 issues: 

3 copies for 12 issues: 

U.S.A. 1 copy for 12 issues: 6 dollars. 

To: Sanctuary Press Ltd., 

76a Rochester Row, London, S.W.l. 

Please supply one/two/three copies per 
issue for 12 issues. 
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The time has come to ban all street 
demonstrations and meetings, while com¬ 
pelling local authorities to make public 
halls available to all applicants. 

'Free speech is clearly the basis of 
any free system of government* wrote 
Mosley in his latest broadsheet. It should 
not be defended by 'private armies’, but 
by the police, empowered and equipped 
by government to disperse any mob which 
seeks to deny free speech to its political 
opponents. 


Centre Party 


WILL a Centre Party be launched in the 
New Year? 

To us the question is superfluous, as 
such a party has existed for many years. 

Some of the best of the Left and Right 
signed the Mosley Manifesto in 1930, 
joined the New Party and later British 
Union. 

Its radical proposals pulled the rug 
from under the parlour pinks of the Com¬ 
munist Party, who therefore attacked the 
new movement with organised violence, 
and the myth that we were ‘right-wing’. 

In reality, we are neither ‘right’ nor 
‘left’, but a movement of the centre. 

But what sort of a ‘centre party’ are 
we? The question is aptly answered in 
the French expression: le centre dur 
contre le centre pourru — the hard centre 
against the rotten centre. 

We have been accused of being too 
‘hard’, because we ejected from our meet¬ 
ings, with our bare hands, communists 
who came armed to break them up. 

A lady journalist once described me as 
a ‘hard’ man, and I thanked her for the 
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Our question reads: *Do you believe 
that while there should be a central Euro¬ 
pean government, there should also be 
independent national and regional gov¬ 
ernments for each European country and 
the main regions, enabling England, 
Wales, Scotland, Ireland and other Euro¬ 
pean countries and regions to have their 
own parliaments for internal affairs and 
for the preservation of their national and 
regional cultures?' 


First Principle 


THE question arises from our first and 
basic principle: it is impossible for Brit¬ 
ain to maintain full employment and high 
living standards for any length of time so 
long as she remains tied to a world trad¬ 
ing system. 

It is a mathematical impossibility for 
all countries within that system to enjoy 
a favourable balance of trade at the same 
time, and Britain is in grave danger of 
being the permanent loser, because the 
system demands that she exports a high 
proportion of her total manufactures, to 
pay for her substantial imports of food 
and raw materials. 

Between the wars we advocated with¬ 
drawing into the viable area of the then 
British Empire, sorely neglected by the 
old parties, until they threw it away in 
six years of fratricidal war. 

While the old parties were basking in 
the sunshine of temporary post-war pros¬ 
perity before our defeated competitors re¬ 
turned to the struggle for world markets, 
we were the first to advocate a united 
Europe, to replace the old Empire. 

So we called our organisation Union 
Movement, and we campaigned for *Brit- 
ain First' in ‘Europe a Nation'. 

Golden opportunities for Britain to be¬ 
come the head of Europe rather than the 
tail of America were thrown away by the 


and the leadership of its economy. 

That is the goal for which we strive, 
with maximum devolution of power to nat¬ 
ional and regional governments. 

There is no contradiction between an 
ardent loyalty to one's country and reg¬ 
ion, with a devotion to its ancient lang¬ 
uage and customs, and Europeanism, 
which has replaced a too narrow national¬ 
ism and the will-'o-the-wisp of internat¬ 
ionalism. 

Local loyalties can be fused into a 
wider loyalty to Europe, to the whole of 
which our countries and regions are vi¬ 
brant parts, exhibiting that diversity in 
unity which is the hallmark of European 
civilisation. 


Free Speech 


OUR next question asks: ‘Do you believe 
there should be freedom of speech for 
everyone, guaranteed by the government, 
which should maintain law and order in 
the State and take effective action again¬ 
st mob violence, which today denies free¬ 
dom of expression to any view of which 
its agitators disapprove?' 

Where should this freedom of speech be 
exercised? For years we campaigned for 
the right to march to great street meet¬ 
ings, but this freedom has now been 
abused. 

Our undermanned police forces are em¬ 
ployed every weekend in marshalling 
demonstrators from Hyde Park to Trafal¬ 
gar Square, or to some foreign embassy. 

As the demonstrators are often over¬ 
seas students of uncertain age and dub¬ 
ious scholarship, the absurdity of permit¬ 
ting them, at the ratepayers' expense, is 
absurd. 

All too often demonstrations erupt into 
disorder and damage to property, to the 
inconvenience of the general public. 


Mosley in his latest broadsheet. It should 
not be defended by ‘private armies', but 
by the police, empowered and equipped 
by government to disperse any mob which 
seeks to deny free speech to its political 
opponents. 


Centre Party 


WILL a Centre Party be launched in the 
New Year? 

To us the question is superfluous, as 
such a party has existed for many years. 

Some of the best of the Left and Right 
signed the Mosley Manifesto in 1930, 
joined the New Party and later British 
Union. 

Its radical proposals pulled the rug 
from under the parlour pinks of the Com¬ 
munist Party, who therefore attacked the 
new movement with organised violence, 
and the myth that we were ‘right-wing'. 

In reality, we are neither ‘right' nor 
‘left’, but a movement of the centre. 

But what sort of a ‘centre party' are 
we? The question is aptly answered in 
the French expression: le centre dur 
contre le centre pourru — the hard centre 
against the rotten centre. 

We have been accused of being too 
‘hard', because we ejected from our meet¬ 
ings, with our bare hands, communists 
who came armed to break them up. 

A lady journalist once described me as 
a ‘hard' man, and I thanked her for the 
compliment. I would have been offended 
only if she had called me a softie or a 
smoothie. 

Years after the immediate post-war vio¬ 
lence a member of a group which had at¬ 
tacked our meetings confided in me that 
he and his friends had really ‘respected' 
me. 

I ventured to suggest they had shown 
their respect in a strange manner, throw¬ 
ing bricks rather than bouquets at me, but 
he explained they used to say: ‘We 
knocked him down last night and he's up 
again tonight!* 

Our ‘hardness' may have deterred those 
who, quite naturally, prefer peace and 
quiet to a life of struggle. 

But there will be little peace and less 
quiet in this ‘winter of discontent', and it 
is time to turn to the hard centre, with its 
radical alternative and measures. 

Support ‘Action' and Action Society 
now, with your subscriptions and donat¬ 
ions, to ensure that both will be there in 
the final hour of crisis. 

We wish all our readers a happy Christ¬ 
mas and New Year. Make ours the same 
by responding to this appeal now. 


Buy Now For Christmas 

ORDER NOW FROM 76a Rochester Row, London, S.W.l. 

MY LIFE, Sir Oswald Mosley, £10.20 (Paperback £4). 

OSWALD MOSLEY, by Robert Skidelsky, £7.90. 

A LIFE OF CONTRASTS, Lady Mosley, £7.90. 

THE DUCHESS OF WINDSOR, Lady Mosley, £10.20. 

HENRY WILLIAMSON; THE MAN, THE WRITINGS. A Symposium edited by 
Father Brocard Sewell, £7.90. 

All the above prices include packing and postage to any part of the world. 
Please make your remittances payable to Sanctuary Press Ltd. 
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